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Foreword by Lord Ron
In our Committee's report, Higher Education in the Learning Society, presented to the UK government in 1997, we were in no doubt about the established role of higher education in ensuring the social, cultural and economic wellbeing of our nation. Equally, we were deeply conscious of how higher education institutions were under new and increasing pressure as we approached the Millennium, and how they would have to continue to change and develop to sustain their distinctive contribution to individuals and society. The solution to the twin demands -of continuity and change -we saw encapsulated in the concept of a 'new compact' between the institutions, individually and collectively, society and the state. In the first chapter we attempted to outline the evolving relationship, as follows.
At the heart of our vision of higher education is the free-standing institution, which offers teaching to the highest level in an environment of scholarship and independent enquiry. But, collectively and individually, these institutions are becoming ever more central to the economic wellbeing of the nation, localities and individuals. There is a growing bond of interdependence, in which each is looking for much from the other. That interdependence needs to be more clearly recognised by all the participants. (NCIHE 1997: 11) From the institutional perspective, responding to this challenge places an ever-increasing premium on the capacity of the college or university to understand and manage its strategic direction. To some, such a statement may appear philistine or insensitive to the historical image of the academy as a place apart from the rest of society, and certainly from the economy. It may also be seen as a disguised attack on the independence of both the institutions and the academics who work within them. To the Committee, and the vast majority of those who contributed to our endeavours through written and oral submissions, as well as in creative, sometimes passionate, dialogue, such arguments are anachronistic and misleading. They misunderstand not only the honourable traditions of higher education in assessment and critique of society and culture but also its decisive role in creating and ensuring the application of the knowledge that enables us to go forward. 'Managing strategy' is a constructive and creative, if not to say a vital element of the independence as well as of the effectiveness of a college or university.
As one of the 'institutional' members of the Committee, David Watson contributed directly to our understanding of higher education strategy from an institutional point of view. In his book he defends not only the proposition for continuity in a climate of change, but also the need for rational analysis and careful planning of an individual institution's contribution to the development of a national sector of higher education that is admired (and imitated) around the world.
x Managing strategy INTRODUCTION Post-secondary educational institutions can be viewed from a variety of different perspectives. For most of the students and staff who work in them, they are centres of learning and teaching where the participants are there by choice and consequently, by and large, work very hard. Research has always been important in some higher education institutions (HEIs), but in recent years this emphasis has grown and what for many was a great pleasure and, indeed, a treat, is becoming more of a threat and an insatiable performance indicator that just has to be met. Maintaining the correct balance between quality research and learning/teaching, while the unit of resource continues to decline inexorably, is one of the key issues facing us all. Educational institutions as work places must be positive and not negative environments.
From another aspect, post-secondary educational institutions are clearly communities, functioning to all intents and purposes like small towns and internally requiring and providing a similar range of services, while also having very specialist needs. From yet another they are seen as external suppliers of services to industry, commerce and the professions. These 'customers' receive, inter alia, a continuing flow of well qualified fresh graduates with transferable skills; parttime and short course study opportunities through which to develop existing employees; consultancy services to solve problems and help expand business; and research and development support to create new breakthroughs.
However, educational institutions are also significant businesses in their own right. One recent study of the economic impact of higher education in Wales shows that it is of similar importance in employment terms to the steel or banking/finance sectors. Put another way, Welsh HEIs spend half a billion pounds annually and create more than 23,000 full-time equivalent jobs. And it must be remembered that there are only 13 HEIs in Wales, compared with 171 in the whole of the UK, and that these Welsh institutions are, on average, relatively small. In addition, it has recently been realized that UK higher education is a major export industry with the added benefit of long-term financial and political returns. If the UK further education sector is also added to this equation, the economic impact of post-secondary education is of truly startling proportions.
Whatever perspective you take, it is obvious that educational institutions require managing and, consequently, this series has been produced to facilitate that end. The editors have striven to identify authors who are distinguished practitioners in their own right and, indeed, can also write. The authors have been given the challenge of producing essentially practical handbooks that combine appropriate theory and contextual material with examples of good practice and guidance where appropriate.
The topics chosen are both of key importance to educational management and stand at the forefront of current debate. Some of these topics have never been covered in depth before and all of them are equally applicable to further as well as higher education. The editors are firmly of the belief that the UK distinction between these sectors will continue to blur and will be replaced, as in many other countries, by a continuum where the management issues are entirely common.
For well over a decade, both of the editors have been involved with a management development programme for senior staff from HEIs throughout the world. Every year the participants quickly learn that we share the same problems and that similar solutions are normally applicable. Political and cultural differences may on occasion be important, but are often no more than an overlying veneer. Hence, this series will be of considerable relevance and value to post-secondary educational managers in many countries.
For a similar period of time, both of the editors have also jointly directed the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals' (CVCP) annual development programme for 'rising' UK administrators. This week-long programme operates on a matrix basis, involving a series of regular inputs from distinguished senior administrators and academics, while the participants simultaneously work in separate teams to prepare strategic plans for four hypothetical universities. At the end of the course these plans are presented to, and judged by, mock Funding Council assessors. Consequently, the editors are fully aware, in both their own working and teaching lives, of the importance, difficulties and frustrations of educational strategic planning.
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This volume is, therefore, of particular significance. It has been written by a senior vice-chancellor, recently knighted for his services to higher education, who has worked in a range of institutions and was a member of the Dearing Committee. David Watson has produced a work that reveals a masterly grasp of the subject and an awesome knowledge of the contemporary literature. He has been forgiven by the editors for his more reflective approach than the norm for this series, because the gains far outweigh the losses. In any case, the lengthy Appendix, which comprises a fully worked example of a University Corporate Plan, provides much practical guidance and food for thought. This is an important work.
David Warner David Palfreyman
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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Despite the fact that it appears in a highly practical series, this book is deliberately not an operational handbook. The literature on strategic management abounds in these, and readers seeking detailed manuals on how to set up spreadsheets, Gantt charts and flow diagrams structured around the hierarchy of missions, aims and objectives (and, perhaps more importantly, identifying who is responsible for their delivery, and by when), should go straight to the bibliography and pick up some signposts from there (see, for example, Bowman and Asch 1996: 110-11; Thomas 1996: 45; Bruce 1999) . There is a particularly good introductory workbook published by the Office for Public Management (Tarplett and Parston 1998). In contrast, for a personal odyssey through the major issues, along with a description of maps and tools employed, I recommend Phil Meade's account of the strategic re-orientation of the University of Otago (Meade 1997) . In 2000 the English Funding Council will produce their own guide, Strategic Planning in the HE Sector, with a valuable set of 'self-challenge questions' (HEFCE forthcoming). This is more of a reflective essay on what strategic management can and should consist of in a modern, essentially democratic university or college environment, and how to make it work. For the book to be genuinely a guide to good practice, I contend that these issues need to be fully understood and a set of contributory values absorbed.
As a consequence, I take a somewhat different line on the question of university 'culture' than most of the current literature. The latter divides fairly neatly into two camps: defenders of an imagined golden age of university autonomy (and isolation) versus advocates of a new 'managerial' approach to questions of efficiency, effectiveness and customer satisfaction. The former spend most of their time regretting the approach of the latter, and vice versa. The tone is frequently unscholarly and sometimes even violent.
The approach taken here is different. The academy has to change, not least to meet the needs of a rapidly changing host society as well as a more diverse, plural and democratic internal community. But it also has to cling on to some bedrock convictions about what higher education is and, even more emphatically, what it is for. This presupposes a strategic and management philosophy that is simultaneously careful of traditional values, restorative of those that have fallen into abeyance (or possibly never lived up to the full range of what they claimed) and innovative (to the point of revolution if necessary) in the genuine interests of that society and that special community.
The relatively recent emergence of an academic and professional genre called 'higher education management' has both hindered and helped this understanding. On the one hand it has brought disciplined insight into the operational problems and possibilities of highly complex organizations, torn one way by their need to compete and survive in a market-place and another by their need to maintain dignity and independence (and a degree of other-worldliness) as a critical public service. Thus it has been generally helpful for universities and colleges to be encouraged to face up to modern standards of personnel, financial and other corporate practice. On the other hand a discourse about 'management' has from time to time been captured either by 'managers' insensitive to the special history and conditions of higher education or by the 'managed', who either fail to recognize, let alone accept, the 'real-world' situation of their employers or who engage in proxy battles with managers in support of causes over which the latter may have little real control. Thus the prophets of 'management of change' face up to those more interested in 'change of management'.
Methodologically the genre has yet to find its feet. It has a restricted set of styles of analysis -soft ethnography meets the Harvard Business School -and its own vocabulary (which often seems designed to antagonize the theorists of traditional academic life). Contested concepts include (for managers), 'leadership' (and its exhaustive typologies) or 'changing the culture'. This is challenged by defensive re-grouping (by the managed) around 'autonomy', 'academic freedom' or the critique of 'new managerialism'. Whether or not what follows successfully avoids this Manichean tendency only the reader can judge.
As will be soon apparent, the majority of the case study material on which the book depends is drawn from my own experience of the development of the English higher education system over the past quarter century. I have, however, tried to draw upon the parallel trajectories of the other parts of the United Kingdom as well as the contemporary literature about developments in North America, Australasia and continental Europe.
Having emphasized the personal quality of this endeavour, it is also important to indemnify as far as possible those from whom I have learned and those by whom I have been inspired in the often paradoxical task of trying to 'manage' academic enterprises. Thus, while absolving them unconditionally from responsibility for what follows, I would like to thank the late Lord Eric Ashby, Professor Geoff Doherty and Lord Ron Dearing, as well as colleagues and former colleagues at Crewe & Alsager College, Oxford Polytechnic and the University of Brighton. Comments on an early draft from David House and Stuart Laing in particular caused me to think again. Ruth Farwell (now of South Bank University) was an important co-conspirator in the production of the material in the Appendix. Also extremely helpful were John Skelton of the Open University Press, David Warner, co-editor of the series, and Rachel Bowden of the Education Research Centre at the University of Brighton, who gave professional, practical and moral support every step of the tortuous path of producing the book. Finally, Betty Skolnick, Sarah Watson and Michael Watson performed their usual invaluable task of reminding me that there are more important things in life than the future of higher education.
INTRODUCTION: INSIDE THE ACADEMIC COMMUNITY
The question of culture
Managing strategy is arguably the most important thing a college or university does, enabling all of its core activities of teaching, research and wider social and economic service to be optimally achieved. It involves a thorough knowledge of the institution's present strengths and weaknesses and the making of choices about the future. Good analysis and intelligent choices will ensure the exploitation of opportunities, the avoidance of disaster and improved reputational positioning. A sound, well expressed strategy will encapsulate the institution's self-identity, gather business and win friends. Above all it will help to structure the experience and commitment of the people who work for and with the enterprise, giving them a source of personal as well as collective pride.
That, at least, is the theory. The gap between such theory and the practice of managing strategy in higher education institutions, as well as the reasons for it, is highly revealing about the special characteristics of colleges and universities as organizations.
First there is the paradox of autonomous, proudly independent institutions sitting in a sector with a set of collective and mutual commitments and responsibilities. In setting strategic priorities at both institutional and sector level the tensions between competition and collaboration can often become disabling.
Simultaneously, members of the senior management team have to marry a volatile and unpredictable external environment with the internal dynamics and trajectory of their own institution. In the context of strategic statements this can often lead to blandness and inclusiveness where distinctiveness and differentiation should apply. 'Mission statements' thus frequently become lists of unprioritized options on the entirely rational basis of keeping open options that can be strongly influenced by others (for example, nearmonopoly purchasers of goods and services) (Watson 1998: 66) . Universities and colleges have by no means escaped the lure of the 'universal' mission statement satirized by Guy Browning in his 'Office Politics' column:
We are committed to being world leaders in our industry. We will do this through delighting our customers by the world-class quality of our products and services. Our people are our greatest asset and we are committed to developing and training them. We respect the environment and are conscious of health and safety in everything we do. (Browning 1999: 59) Peter Womack of the University of East Anglia likens the academic manifestation of this type of discourse to that of 1984: 'Even more comprehensively than they are required to be supportive of the regime in general, the inhabitants of Orwell's dystopia are required to be positive about things in general' (Womack 1999: 3, original emphasis).
In the heart of the organization, middle managers have to deal with the consequences of traditionally 'flat' structures that are designed around the principle of management by eventual consensus. Taking the development of the curriculum as an example of the key 'product' of the enterprise, the range of authorized opinions on its design and delivery is almost universally coterminous with the community that delivers and supports it. In these circumstances, delivering strategy can never be a matter of command and control.
Finally, at the academic coalface of teaching, research and related 'service', strategic statements can be regarded along a continuum of negativity from indifference to world-weary cynicism. Here, for example, is 'Prinny' -the anonymous faculty correspondent in the University of Sussex Bulletin -musing on strategy and change.
All around are the clamours for change -groups looking into credit, part-time degrees, the facilitation of internal and external transfer, lifelong learning, developing links with partner institutions (quick, wash hands now!), Dearing, Graduate Standards, QAA [Quality Assurance Agency] -our ears ring and buzz with it all. I say we must resist it all. Universities are not about 'change' -they are temples of knowledge tended by middleaged men in corduroy trousers who understand the laws of the universe. Universities aren't part of society, reflecting the needs of the population -the sun-splashed ivory towers stand today as they always will. Wilson is devaluing the pound, Bobby Moore is the best defensive player in England and the Kinks are an interesting beat combo -if we close our eyes, it will always be 1967! (Anon 1998: 3) At the core of such cynicism is the issue of loyalty. Traditional academics do not regard themselves so much as working for a university as working in it. Asked for information about identity with various causes, they are likely to express greatest solidarity with the interests of a discipline, a slightly lower sense of fellow feeling with the (academic) members of a department, and only then a glimmer of 'membership' of the college or university. (For a detailed understanding of the disciplinary basis of both loyalty and particular patterns of connection see Becher (1989) .) This is, of course, a value hierarchy that has been assaulted over the past decades from a variety of fronts: from the changing map of knowledge, with its corrosion of disciplinary boundaries; from the emerging interprofessionalism of the academic enterpriseteaching as well as research (as other expertise; that of librarians, computer personnel, technicians and others, becomes increasingly important to the team); and finally from 'management', which seems increasingly important to the business of institutional survival and prosperity.
A code for many of these systems of exchange is that of 'collegiality'. In a recent lament about the state of her discipline (cultural studies), Lauren Berlant of the University of Chicago notes that this is 'an area of professional life for which virtually no faculty member is trained', and describes the resultant dangers:
The strangeness of negotiating the odd intimacy of institutional association with colleagues we know well but barely know; the hierarchies of professorship that mediate, though it's never clear how, the personal relationship among faculty members; the interpersonal effort involved in the daily grind of professorship; the strain of optimistic institution building in this difficult context. (Berlant 1998: 107-8) 'Optimistic institution building in a difficult context' comes as close to an academic's felt definition of strategic planning as is possible. There is some doubt, even in the Adam Smithian world of the pure market and the invisible hand, that this hierarchy holds true. Richard Whittington has, for example, identified not only four 'generic approaches to strategy', but also their fundamental inadequacy when faced with the strategic choices that most business enterprises have to make to survive:
Theory and practice
The Classical approach, the oldest and still the most influential, relies upon the rational planning methods dominant in the textbooks. Next the Evolutionary approach draws upon the fatalistic metaphor of biological evolution, but substitutes the discipline of the market for the law of the jungle. Processualists emphasise the sticky imperfect nature of all human life, pragmatically accommodating strategy to the fallible processes of both organisations and markets. Finally, the Systemic approach is relativistic, regarding the ends and means of strategy as inescapably linked to the cultures and powers of the local social system in which it takes place.
(Whittington 1993: 2, original emphasis)
Each approach has its own distinctive strengths and weaknesses, but Whittington's clear preference is for the 'systemic'. His reasons will resonate well with the particular demands placed upon higher education, especially the 'belief that strategy reflects the particular social systems in which strategists participate, defining for them the interests in which they act and the rules by which they survive' (Whittington 1993: 5).
As character types, all of Whittington's personalities undoubtedly occur among the senior leaders of colleges and universities, although again the 'systemic' probably dominates among the most effective:
In the politics of organisational careers and decision-making, the Systemic perspective arms managers with sardonic selfawareness. Getting ahead involves not just merit, but also social conformity . . . Sociologically sensitive and just a little bit cynical, the Systemic manager is just as confident as the Classicist in planning her future. The difference is that she secures her advance by drawing on a much more catholic range of social resources, and manipulates them with far greater sophistication. (Whittington 1993: 136) What this type of analysis misses, however, in the special circumstances of higher education, is the lack of power of managers (individually or in teams) to act upon their instincts without considering (some would say calculating) how to carry along with them the other individuals and groups with whom they share direct responsibility for the quality and the success of the enterprise. In these circumstances one of the touchstones of the success of the enterprise is the management of morale. In common with most of the public services at the end of the twentieth century, higher education has felt enormous pressure on collective and individual morale, and suffered above average incidence of the impact of low morale (in, for example, extremely high -or extremely low -rates of turnover, and in the rates of stress-related illnesses) (Lacey 1998). The objective causes of such problems are fairly easy to determine, and most can be traced to the effect of underfunded expansion multiplied by increased external scrutiny and accountability. Similarly, critics wishing to lay the cause of increased stress on management practice often ignore the evidence of stressors that start outside the workplace -or those that are, at least in this era, shared by other major employment sectors (such as reduced job security). None the less, morale is a key component of internal culture in higher education, and hence needs to be carefully analysed.
That said, morale is notoriously hard to measure (House and Watson 1995: 8-10). Morale surveys are popular with trade unions, who often see them as preliminary steps towards votes of confidence and changes of management (Tysome 1997; Utley 1998). For identical reasons, they are unpopular with managers. If carried out in a sophisticated way they can, however, often be subtly revealing, showing across the public sector, for example: concerns about pay and other aspects of personal reward falling below those of professional status; client support; growth of bureaucracy; and other aspects of conditions of service such as 'family-friendly' policies on childcare and parental leave (Lindsay 1987; Office of Population Censuses and Surveys (OPCS) 1995: 45-6).
'New' managerialism
It is an easy charge to represent these pressures and a uniform management response to them as new, especially as a response to the rapid expansion of higher education stimulated by the Conservative government from the mid-1980s (Deem 1998a; Trowler 1998a Trowler , 1998b .
Rosemary Deem, for example, defines 'new management' as 'a complex ideology that informs ways of managing public institutions by advocating many of the practices and values of the private forprofit sector in pursuit of efficiency, excellence and continuous improvement'. She contrasts it with a softer, more sensitive approach, rooted in 'the uncertainties of late modernity', focusing on 'citizenship and public participation' and the development of 'public service values', summed up as 'new public service managerialism'. She is, however, sceptical about there being any real instances of this being applied successfully in universities. Finally she posits a radical alternative, of 'femocracy', stressing 'collaborative and facilitative management, concern for people rather than just focusing on tasks, a lack of interest in personal status and competing with others, flexibility in approach and . . . ability to work as a member of a team'. Her research indicates empirical examples of such successful applications, although rather more at the departmental than the institutional level.
She does, however, concede that such characteristics may not in fact be gender inspired: an adjustment in at least definitional terms that seems to be given weight by recent research from Cranfield (Deem 1998b; Korac-Kakabadse et al. 1998; Trapp 1998) . In this study a careful differentiation is made between issues of promotion and career progression ('getting there') and style and effectiveness of performance in senior roles ('being there'). In the former, gender is manifestly a source of discrimination, and a validation of the 'glass ceiling'. However, the 'leadership philosophies' of the most successful managers who have arrived connect more directly with variables like age and experience than gender. The study is primarily concerned with data from the UK's National Health Service (NHS) and the Australian Public Service, but its broad conclusions also ring true for higher education (Korac-Kakabadse et al. 1998: 382-3) .
Paul Trowler takes a different tack. For him, all the ills of the British academic estate at the turn of the twentieth century can be laid at the door of 'management'. In a quasi-ethnographic study of one thinly-disguised institution (more accurately, one course team), resentments, anxieties and a range of professional concerns (especially over the introduction of modularity) are all collapsed into this, no doubt emotionally satisfying, call to arms (Trowler 1998a). Sadly, students and their interests (the other part of this eternal triangle) are conspicuous by their absence. In a later, more general text, Trowler further simplifies his critique. For him, in the 1980s: education management became largely viewed as applying a set of tools, derived from management approaches in other contexts, to the task that had been set . . . Ideas and practices based on management in industry began to pervade schools and other institutions, and the discourse of educational management began to change. (Trowler 1998b: 97-9) There are various problems with the more simplistic versions of the 'new managerial' charge-sheet. Firstly, while 'management' and 'managers' may sometimes be 'hard', it is naive to call this pathology 'new'. It ignores a long line of baronial deans and heads of departments, as well as eccentric and ruthless heads of institutions. If anything, these individuals have been subject to new and timely discipline as a result of modern developments in governance and accountability. Secondly, 'hard management' is as much a bit of ideologically committed code as any of the other developments whose advent its adherents deplore. The fundamental presupposition is that what has been 'managed' is fundamentally to the detriment of the institutions, their members and the society that has supported them, including such sector-wide priorities as access and expansion. Thirdly, it depends upon a mythological view of institutional history, as powerful as the myth of Anglo-Saxon freedom was for the early English parliamentarians. Principally it centres around the view that universities and colleges operated effectively in the past and would operate effectively today on a basis of management by 'eventual consensus'. As Professor Ted Wragg once joked, 'the prospect of a university Senate trying to decide what to do with a free kick on the edge of the penalty area is too awful to contemplate' (Wragg 1997). Fourthly, it has spawned the entirely new idea that managers and management decisions should be subject to instant and binding democratic recall, as in the cynicism with which some industrial relations practices have developed (like the 'votes of confidence' referred to above).
Finally, there is a strong element of special pleading at play. Despite the slipping of pay parity (this has been true of almost all public sector professionals), and the increase in the proportion of short-term contracts, over the past few decades there has apparently been no problem with renewal of the profession and, with some exceptions (for example the effects of cuts on the then 'university' sector in the early 1980s), no significant down-sizing (Watson and Taylor 1998: 109-14) .
To return to the 'question of culture', internal cynicism about 'management' (which may very well be endemic, or at least irreducible beneath a certain level) should not be allowed to overcome or disguise the strengths of the academic community that it is appropriate to affirm, and even to celebrate. It is, for example, reassuring that so many outside still wish to join in. Student demand, despite the demographic and economic gloom-mongers, continues to rise. Industry and commerce, as well as government and the public service, still see universities as the first call for research and the more reflective and long-term aspects of consultancy. Moreover, there is growing evidence that the recent democratization of higher education has broken down barriers between colleges and universities and their 'host' communities, which are now much more likely to look at 'their' institutions in a positive and affectionate light.
International perspectives
As acknowledged at the outset, this book draws upon UK (and predominantly English) experience. It should, however, have distinct international resonance, as so many of the problems (and proposed solutions) of university strategy are currently strongly converging around the world. The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization's (UNESCO) Draft World Declaration on Higher Education for the Twenty-first Century, agreed in Paris in October 1998, begins boldly enough:
On the eve of a new century, there is an unprecedented demand for and a great diversification in higher education, as well as an increased awareness of its vital importance for sociocultural and economic development, and for building the future, for which the younger generation will need to be equipped with new skills, knowledge and ideals. (UNESCO 1998: 1) In similar terms the 'Glion Colloquium' of North American and European Universities, meeting in May 1998, saw 'a unique and crucial role' for universities and colleges in the new Millennium:
They are the chief agents of discovery, the major providers of basic research that underlies new technology and improved health care, they are the engines of economic growth, the custodians and transmitters of cultural heritage, the mentors of each new generation of entrants into every profession, the accreditors of competency and skill, the agents of personal understanding and societal transformation. In them, on a daily basis the young and the old seek to bring wisdom, insight and skill to bear in the daunting complexities of human affairs.
(Glion Colloquium 1998: 4)
These bold claims require some historical and comparative analysis to put them into context. Two striking and connected features of modern society are the exponential growth of science and of higher education. Both show significant steady growth from the middle of the nineteenth century and then a sudden spurt after the Second World War. In 1985, in an influential book called About Science, Barry Barnes reviewed the material about the exponential growth of science since the mid-seventeenth century, noting that 'the growth of science . . . has consistently outstripped that of the resources and infrastructure needed to sustain and support it ' (Barnes 1985: 4) . Taking the trends in the 1960s (very significantly fuelled by military-related research), 'after another century of such growth, given our current population trends, the entire labour force would have been conscripted to science' (Barnes 1985: 4) .
Both points (growth outstripping resources, and with no clear end in sight) feel very much like the experience of higher education world wide. Data collected in the West Report (Australia's version of the UK's Dearing Report of 1997), extrapolates global growth in higher education between 1990 and 2025 as likely to be 278 per cent: from 42 million students to 159 million students. Of these, the contribution from Asia is likely to rise by a massive 412 per cent: from 17 million to 87 million (cited in Dearing 1998: 1).
The motives and stimuli for the recent, very rapid expansion of higher education seem to be a mixture of political push factors (including economic competitiveness and national prestige) and social pull factors (including recognition of higher education credentials as a 'positional' good). Neither can be described as fully rational, or indeed as susceptible to traditional 'investment appraisal' analysis. The Dearing Committee struggled to find economists who could agree on the so-called 'externalities' associated with higher education. Both for governments and for individuals, investing in higher education has been something of an act of faith. Nor may their interests entirely coincide. Tom Schuller and others have pointed to the different modes of analysis and outcomes associated with the concepts of 'human capital' -strictly quantitatively analysed -and 'social capital' -much more qualitatively assessed. An approach that fixates on the individual agent, and the personal as well as collective 'rates of return' of the purchase of educational qualifications, can easily miss the impact of access to higher education on social networks and relationships, socially shaped values and norms, the strength of mutual and civic obligations, and, ultimately, the general quality of life (Schuller 1998).
Empirically however, there can be no doubt that internationally we are seeing a convergence on 'mass' systems of higher education and away from 'elite' systems, as set out most authoritatively in Martin Trow's taxonomy. For Trow, elite systems enrol up to 15 per cent of the age group; mass systems enrol 15-40 per cent of the age group; and universal systems enrol more than 40 per cent of the age group (Scott 1995: 2) .
This well established set of benchmarks has become slightly less relevant over time. This is firstly because they ignore the 'lifelong learning' factor, in that even initial higher education is no longer the province of the uniformly prepared young (for example, most UK students in higher education are over 21 when they commence study). Secondly, they concentrate entirely on process rather than on outputs.
(What happens to all of these students; to what extent do they succeed?) Taking graduation as a proxy for success in higher education, it is interesting to look at graduation rates by country. Figure 0 .1 shows that on this count we have internationally several 'mass' systems, a majority in the developed world close to or over the 'mass' threshold, and very few that could any longer safely be regarded as 'elite.'
The latest Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) figures only serve to underline this widening gap between the so-called 'efficient' and 'less efficient' systems. Taking the sample as a whole, approximately 34 per cent of each cohort enrol, but only 22 per cent graduate (a 'drop out' rate of over one third). When the UK and US samples are adjusted for this, it means that the UK now produces proportionately about the same number of graduates as the USA (Marshall 1998). Certain characteristics of the recent development of higher education appear to be generic if not universal. The major one, as already discussed, is the pressure for expansion, for economic as well as personal and cultural reasons. More deeply, however, it is possible to identify certain features that are almost inexorable concomitants of expansion.
Firstly, there is invariably a challenge to the 'distinctiveness' of higher education as an intellectual or epistemological enterprise. For example, the notion of a special 'idea of higher education' as argued for by Ron Barnett in an influential series of books, can be threatened by the case for a large, undifferentiated post-compulsory sector, especially with 'training' for occupational competence at its heart (Barnett 1990 (Barnett , 1994 (Barnett , 1997 .
Secondly, concerns are expressed about the maintenance of standards. This is a special dilemma for both advocates and detractors of the shift from elite to mass. For example, the psychologist John Radford in a recent polemic entitled Quantity and Quality in Higher Education, asserts, apparently objectively, that 'to the extent that students are actually selected by ability, then more in a literal sense must mean worse'. He further notes that a 30 per cent slice of each cohort takes us down to an IQ of 115 (roughly the same level as the mean of US freshmen) (Radford et al. 1997: 11-12) . The obvious rebuttal is that, of course, elite systems never did select on the basis of ability, either alone or, in several instances, at all in a composite of reasons for admissions decisions.
Thirdly, there is evidence of significantly greater 'instrumentality' all round, on the part of students and their sponsors, teachers, and other stakeholding 'consumers', such as employers. So-called 'educational inflation' can lead to some apparently paradoxical outcomes. For example, a group of US sociologists has recently looked at the question of Education and Democratic Citizenship in America. They establish that a simple additive model of educational success increases democratic tolerance but does little for social equality or improving material life-chances, and conclude with a riveting question: 'Does competition for educational advantage result in more education than we can afford?' As in a competitive framework for social position, educational attainment rates are pressed higher and higher, 'in this way, individual rationality may be leading to collective irrationality' (Nie et al. 1996: 194-6) .
Fourthly, there is hot debate about institutional status; both 'stratification' and the acceptable 'limits of diversity'. On the principle of the greener grass on the other side of the fence, discussion of this issue often reduces to simple advocacy of other national models, with greater emphasis on their advantages rather than their disadvantages.
It is important to recognize that these different national models come as packages. If you want the US 'market'-driven, system you get not only an immense diversity of institutions (by price, quality and mission), but also a pattern of professional formation much more dependent on postgraduate education, and, critically, regularly deferred completion of qualifications. Similarly, if you want the mainstream 'European' model of very large municipal institutions with relatively low thresholds for entry and high social 'entitlements' for students, you also get highly restricted student access to facilities (such as libraries), poor rates of progression and relatively low completion of degrees (Watson 1998: 74-6) .
Finally, there is controversy about how the increasing costs of ever larger systems should be met, focused especially on the identification and 'charging' of the beneficiaries. This issue is often cast in terms of the 'marketization' or 'privatization' of higher education (Williams 1997), but it is very important to remember that higher education rarely attains the status of a pure or true market (the US model is perhaps the closest, with Japan a little behind). To take just three counter instances: only in the most perverse instances can 'student-consumers' simply purchase awards; there are no whole systems that are entirely independent of public investment, and hence of external accountability; while, such is the social position of the providing institutions, that market failure is only very reluctantly tolerated.
Each national system will have developed its own angle or 'spin' on each of these. The test that follows -of specifically UK based examples of the dilemmas of higher education growth -could be easily replicated in a variety of national settings.
On distinctiveness the UK has made the firm policy decision (principally through the 1992 Further and Higher Education Act) to move professional and vocational higher education into the mainstream. It has also elected to build up and expand its historical strengths in continuing education and continuing professional development. Peter Scott has characterized the result as the 'abandonment of class distinctions between different types of higher education':
In much of the rest of Europe, universities have clung to a highly 'academic' mission in which practicality has been ignored, while 'inferior' institutions have been boxed into an inflexible vocationalism. In Britain, the whole idea of a university has been refreshed, the horizons of the traditional universities have been enlarged and the aspirations of the former polytechnics have been raised. (Scott 1999: 2) Another outcome has been calls for the blurring of the boundaries between all types of post-compulsory education, and between further and higher education in particular. Interestingly, the Dearing Committee of 1996-97 (discussed in Chapter 1) resisted this, and clung to a vision of the essence of higher education, especially in self-reflective and self-critical practice. The kind of dialogue between staff and students, as more or less experienced participants in a process of learning, are thus felt to be as applicable to professional and vocational pursuits at the higher levels as to traditional academic subjects (National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education (NCIHE) 1997: Chapter 8).
In contrast, the government appears to be at least ambivalent on this question. It is instructive to search the recent response documents and the Lifelong Learning Green Paper for the places where 'further and higher education' are used together, and when separately (Department for Education and Employment (DfEE) 1998a , 1998b , 1998c . The former include almost every reference to funding, and hence imply that in the Treasury's thinking in particular a merged system is in favour.
This links with the questions about standards. Here the UK story gives an interesting counterpoint to some of the gloom-merchants. Expansion has clearly not used up the pool of people with what Robbins called, in a famous phrase, 'the ability to benefit' from higher education. The evidence from degree outcomes and from peer assessment is incontrovertible. It is, however, countered by a largely anecdotal and emotional series of charges that, in another evocative phrase, 'more means worse' or 'dumbing down'. Such charges often confuse issues about the quality of life within increasingly financially pressed institutions, and about the changing map of knowledge in the modern world, with those of the real performance of the system in a changing environment (Watson and Taylor 1998: 74-9) .
Changed content does indeed link with increased instrumentality, and student-led demand does indeed reflect a swing to greater vocational and career sensitivity on the part of students. This is, of course, rational behaviour. As discussed above, in the more elite, restricted system of the past, graduates achieved market salience simply by having a degree, especially from a prestigious institution. In a world where a third of new workforce entrants are graduates, the nature of the degree and its immediate purchase on the requirements of employers is obviously more central. Equally, the logic of social investment implies the development within work of more effective use of better qualified people. This is at least one answer, painful though the period of adjustment may be, to questions about graduate under-employment. This confidence in (perhaps it would be safer to call it a gamble on) the capacity of education to help 'grow the job' is not a new idea. I have so far been able to trace it back at least as far as Alfred Marshall's Principles of Economics of 1890 (Marshall 1890: 175-6) .
Larger systems also raise questions of institutional status. Purely market-driven systems quickly produce and then embed rankings and a rigid pecking order; other systems rely much more on the state to fix and maintain strata of institutions (usually by policing the academic/professional divide). The UK experiment is about collective responsibility for the limits of a plural system of institutions, very much in line with its own historical development, although this has left us with an apparently very muddled pattern of institutions (Scott 1995: 44-9) .
Finally there are the questions of funding. Internationally we are now dealing with the aftermath of governments' attempts to secure what they invariably regard as a more even-handed basis for contributions by the beneficiaries of higher education (that is, students and their sponsors). One interesting exercise is to monitor the extent, nature and effect of protest against this shift in various societies. So far, at least, the UK is well towards the passive end of the scale (Neave 1998).
In addition to such 'universal' or 'generic' pressures any national system will possess 'exceptional' features of its own history and context that influence the outcome in its own case. In the UK three such features dominate.
Firstly, there is the huge and continuing influence of class and economic stratification. The most recent surge of expansion in higher education, which gave us what Richard Taylor and I have termed the 'post-Baker system', has made huge differences in the internal population of universities in terms of gender, age, ethnicity and even disability, but only the tiniest inroads on working-class participation (Watson and Taylor 1998: 3-9, 27-9) .
Secondly, the UK experiences both the benefits and disadvantages of what is called, in the sphere of economic history, 'first phase industrialism' -of having contributed to creating the model of the university that is internationally recognized but has come to be subtly and imaginatively customized in other national contexts, including in ways apparently not available to the pioneers (this pathology is, of course, not unique to Great Britain -it may be to Europe).
Thirdly, we are prisoners of a political and social culture that is both institutionally conservative and suspicious of experimentation, especially with public money. Scott comments further on how little 'celebration' there has been of UK achievements through higher education reform. 'Britain seems to have acquired a mass system of higher education in a fit of guilty absent-mindedness' (Scott 1999: 2) . This may connect with the system's apparently high capacity for internal adjustment without major protest.
Both the 'global' and the 'national' developments set out above present constraints and opportunities for the development of individual university and college strategies.
